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Dear Gary, « ?/l0/98 

Your paper, Formerly Suppressed Evidence... was in yesterday's mail, which 
was late. It brought me several matters that require immediate attention but be- 
fiause I believe you may want to circulate your paper before AldtB issues its 
repprt on its depossitions of Al umes and Boswell and I ratlier think more, I re- 
ply immediately, if tJiat means at iAcss jjfength tliat I might perhaps otherwise. 

^Jhis is the best presentation of tliis information I've seen tliat I can re- 
member and it i3 a very good presentations. it remains, however, on argument rather 
tlian an evaluation of all tliat is relevant. 0£ course, there can be disagreement 
about what is relevant. But 1 do*^*©- this is a subject tliat should be explored 
as fully and completely a£ it can be, that it i3 important, and tliat having i4" 
more of an examination than an argument v/ould be better for it and better period. 

I do not have tire right not to go into some of those things tliat came to 
mind when I read this aif/during tho parts of ^ the nigh'j' % was awoke but I d6 
suggest tliat one thing tliat could bo explore^ farther is how so many people could 
have said what they did say if it is not fully correct. Another matter tliat should 
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jpe explored is what might have been done to the film or various kind, Jkf anything, 
(i hope you have come tfc realise tliat all criticism is not inuslt and that con- 
structive criticism is intended to be helpful.) 

% . . 

I used a highlighter when .1 road your paper and I'll be responding in terms 
of what ^highlighted. At least in terms of what ^ remember of it today. That 
can get to be a problem when you arc three i-eeks f?om U5 and although feeble have 
be fortunate to survive when your doctotS did not expect you to. (This also 
restricts what I cun do right now but if you decide in the future to make this 
broader and deeper maybe I'll remember some of what ^ now have in mind then. I 
do think you omitted what you should hot have that is in Post Mortem, which you 
have, and in the ljirst (^litewash, which I have no reason to believe you do have. 
Also, if you Ifjave it, tho Wav NEVER AGAIN ! begins. 

The question you raise and raise effectively does not exist by itself and 
one* of the weaknesses of tills paper is tliat it is examined by itself. You may 
have a problem here in not knowing t : o rest of tho material tliat: lo available 
and not indicated in what you hav* written. , 

.I'm sorry that I'll be interrupted more than I'd like to be in writing this, 
beginning in about 20 minutes. That will not help me keep all I'd like in mind. 

On the first page you say, corr£ctlt*Ji tliat new autopsy evidence has surfaced 
af t~er having been suppressed. But tliere is al3o autopsy evidnee that was not 
suppressed tliat itou do not address. You may thi;ik it isn't necessary bit some of 
$ tliat you did liave and did not use is, I tldnk, essential in any examinations 
tliat suggests the film was in some way toyed with. 
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This is particularly true where; yi-u refer to the effects of bullets and this, 
in the sense of some toying with film* I suggest that is there was any f oolisng 
around witK film to hide or obscure or alter evidence you'd not have head X-rajts 
tliat show those 40 dust-like fragments be caui^tliat, a$ I tlrLn^Oyril may be iij^ a 
position to confirm, is impossible with hardened military ammunition, 

On suppressed evidence, if you do consider making any changes before ARitB 
issues its report, I believe it intended to carry farthur what J have in Post 
Mortem about & missing nq tea and all that exists in the proctocol that has no 
known source, which moans notes tliat have heen memory— holotl* 

In the paragraph tliat follow you say the existing# r film seems consistent 
wiyh Oswald's guilt. That is not really true. It cjm. be regarded jb true in terips 
of tlie offieal accounting of the shooting, and if this is what you mean I 

yqu should add it. & ^ fk^ J ^ 

§ ‘^ U 'Jhen I was able to get to it 1 ridiculed the goverbment becuse it published 
Hnn fewer Zapruder frames tnan UFlfmade for it. The i archives invited me in to 
see them and x accepted tliat invitation. do not recall whether I went into 
this with you but when 1 did with ^antik I never hoard from him again. In the 
second unJ tliird of tho slides of wliich the FBI did not make black-and-whfe 
prints tliat could be a^intjJd, f<pr two frames as JFK falls over on J ackLe the 
bafikif his head is clearlti visible and it is entirelyTSaatei. intact. Not even a 
hair our of place. Not a smidgeon of blood visible^ on the clothingytf) the^back, 
either. In&pito of what Lift on, Livingsha* e , Twyman and others say, docting 
Zapruder was not psoiible. If it liad been^ those frames would have disappeared. 

Tlidji is an error you should oorrect: the llousedid not ordeythe suppressoion 
of evidence for 50 years. .Jt is a standing rule of the n ouso that what committees^ 
do not make public not be made public for 50 years. The purpose is not suppression 
but protection of the innocent. If you ad ever worked on a committee of the 
c onbress, as x did, you'fj know that all kinds of crap, gets dumped on the com- 
mittees tliat is hurtful and would bo if it were true. The standing rule had 
the effectof of 3 upiiression but it wa3 not special. Jt was older than you are. 

Al/hiio it is true, as you aay ./ iythe next graf, that what has been with- 
held, if released, would not satisfy both sides, hero you should also recognize 
that tliere is much that should exist that does not exist and cannot be dis- 
closed as having been withhold. What I getf into at the beginning of HKVER AGAIN.! , 
the crime itself not being investigatied and not ever intended to be. Of which 
I do have full documentation tho publisher did not U3e. And example of this is 
above, that dust-like dragments. impossible from fullpjacketed military ammo made 
within the 'terms of. the Geneva convention. BSC A. did not intend to go farthur than 
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the WC did ot" it would not have ignored Cyril's fine eloquence as it did. / 

On the second page it was not the limo driver who selected the hospital. x t 
was I think the chief of poli ce. But it is not correct to a^j^that the limo- 
* driver made the choice. He was led there and did not know to begin with where 
he'd be going. 

Gotta knock off for a while. 

*ou cite a Harvard Lav/ Review study to show that on .{"salient" details 
the average of observations is ldglu I think that law professors will tell you 
that when they have a moot court, of someone walking through the classroom, they 
feet all lands of reports that aro not accurate. There is also, perhaps, shock in 
this case because the victim was the President# I havu often wondered if some of 
those comments about the "back" really meant j;owa£d the back. I liave ij^ mind wliat 
you have in line 3 on page 3 "who described it in the rear." (Also there i3 the 
position of that flap of scalp*) 4 

When you get to Purdy, Blakey and others, it was Blakey who set the policy 
of affirming the WC to t(fe degree possible and Purdy covered up much, Urfiich was 
goo$ for liis career. I was the source ofAfost of the criticism of LSCA during 
its life. I never asked for anonymity and wa3 cited as the source in most stories. 

- Blakey could never respond find ho didn't., just got upset and out of control.# 

(I understood he hoped for the attorney generols/jip over the job he would di>.) 

u n page 4 you mention Boden in line 5# Ho innocence there. Por example, he 
told me ho knew knot of the tie had been takda talcerT^ apart and that it was 
then retied. That destroyed it wa as evidence, but not to hirn^as not to tjie WC. 

If you read Post Mortem with care you may have gotten the improssiop/ that I 
was raising a question about the photograplis , not about their being doctorr but 
about the number of them. I liad no proof tliat they were notall there but I had - 
that belief. I tldnk there will be,, occasion to return to this for my purposes. 

Boswell as "second in commond." I'd change tliat because in fact Ajumes was 
not "in command." Why not o refer to him as Humes assistant $r something like 
tliat? There is no doubt that u alloway was very mucl> in command. He had 
makr substan^itive changes in the proctocol after lie turned the second one in 
and Pincif swote tliat it was u alloway who ordered them not to trace the track of 
the bullot in the body. Galloway also told the HSCA staff (he was not a witness) 
that he ncverleft the autopsy room. (Jr, nobody asked or told him what not ta flo. 

In the last paragraph, first line, may I suggest that you eliminate "forensic 
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trained? Finck lacked the personal experience in forensic cases and I think the 
others had at least some training from their testimony. Tou can refer to ^inck 
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with use of hi 3 then title, (ije was tlio Army's cliief of wounds ballistics. Not one, 
as I think Cyril will confirm, was experienced in forensic medicine, and may you 
want to avoid giving'tho impression that even one was? 

Page 5, line 5, where you soy the forensic panelists 3aid the head "wound 
was not low... but high," I suggest you look at the proctocol^ holograph^ page 
7, in Po 3 t Mortem, and rf> atf what |pnes said beforo Galloway made him change 
"tangential to the surface of tJ,e scalp" to ^"lacerated," as I fecall. That 
was a ccpy made from t e original, which was on white paper with a pale blue 
linei, it ia s 3 ubstantiative change, ^ think Cyril will agree, and it seems to 
place the wound higher. 

footnote 33 on page 6, I'll appreciate a copy of that. I'll do no more 
waiting on the medical evidence but I'd like toffee ttot and do have questions 
about a tlirough-and- through probe. It would depend on the position of the body 
(agaitfi Post Mortem nf the the scalupa being the floatingest bone in the bodyj I 
think' its change^” position blocked the probe and the linger. 

Belcher i 3 a real stinker. I tod some dealing with him in my first POIA” 

lawsuit victory, he had the records entered into the^ record of British 

court to get hay ^ctradicted and thfyj were classified "SI2CRET" and withheld until 

I won in c/jourt. He also rebuffed My FO<A rquest outside the law, when I first 
O 1 1 rl 

made that request, earlier, by what the law does, not recognize. $© declined to 
provide the records I sought in the groqflds, and this is literal and in writing, 
that I' would not believe thorn anyway* However, in the days o ^ the DJ panel that 
Fisher headed, it was not Belchor, of Criminal, who handled t^at*It was Civil 
and Hardloy, and when it looked like that panel was going to give the govern- 
ment problems, Eardley drove over to see Fi3haer and got DFisher to get them 
all in line again* 

Ifl DJ did prepare tlio memo Munes et al signed and it is the memo 1 use in _ 
the Post Mortem appendix, it admits there was metal in the cheat , as they had 
denied under oath. The language was something like no mai^or part of a bullet and 
T asked how ab^ut and how many minor parts* 

*ou conclude wondering #f a new official investigation is needed. Which 
you can* But you should be awaro thai with the crime itself never offi^Gally 
investigated there is not likely fo be any hidden smoking gan and with no real 

investigation of the wounds there is not likely to be any real information on 

JL 

them ••.vailable unless it was a memo by someone not involved in the autopsy or a 
memo by someone who was there and made his own observations ands^c them 
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"If the Review Board initiates a trend toward grwater government openness 
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the revolution will have come! 

J helped Crenshaw' d lawyer. /4 liad the manuscript of NEVEU AGAIB ! before 
it was pH b lishec|- I'd like to see wlPht is in Footnote 5, that Physician' s 
Weekly and the G nlt.mhin Journa lise d view articles, not attached in the copy yiu 

sent me. ' 

Some of the foregoing is for y::ur inforraation, not'^in the expectation 
• you would uso it in this. l'ho couple of tilings I mentioned that are not accurate 
or not fully accurate I would change to avoid that as a basis for criticism by 
those who mieht want to criticize on general principles, like maybe Belin or 
ldebeler. 

But I do urge you to be aware that some of these things cannot really be 
evaluated standing alone. I am not encouraging you to talce issue where it is 
hot essential but at the same time I hope you will want to avpid what may 
mislead otherj. I think you should mate it clear that in what yoipayf' about the , 
L (J pundn and tlie shooting you are saying wliat the government said. If you want to 
go farthur, X think that would be find but tliat is not > .why i said some of 
tills. If you decided to depart for any of tlie official interpretation of the 
official evidence I tiiink tliat Diaybe an expert opinion on those 40 dust-like 
lilce fragments is beyond question 5 not possible for bullets made under the 
Genova convention. And &y could not have come from a bullet that entered 
wheK^ understand the hole in the b ack of tlie head would have entry. There 
is I think a real question of a head shot from the front and of more thah one 
bullet to .the head. I am not suggsting tliat you say this if .you do not want to 
but I am svggesti^ that what you say not be designed to get others not to 



even think that way. 

T * * 

ii few otjrr thoughts. A new investigation, any official investigation, does, 
inevitably, raoqn an investigation of the FBI. Few in political life can survive 
tliat and that is why few would even (rfream of it. 

The 1)J panel report includes lead in the chest, as ^ note in Post Mprtenu 

That is only one of the evidences ti^at proves the single-bullet fabrication 
to be impossible. On that, Uu3sell refused toaccept it and Cooper^ also never, to 
hin dying day, agreed witty it. The formularion tliat conned them was McCloy's, Uhen 
I put in Kusoell’s hand3 the proof tha^ no transcript existed of that 9/10 execu- 
tive sesesion he broke his long friendship with LBJ. Never spoke to him again. 

then before death went^podestly public Lack in hi£ district. He had a talking 
paper for tliat session he forced and I have a xerox of his cardon copy. It had 
two pariPs, refusal tc/accept the SBY and his belief that they did not have proof 
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that Oswald was alone. > . 

There is no doubt in ny niind that with tho official evidence dtself I have 

proved that the Kannlieher-Carcanno was not used in the crime. I believe I have 
do that with tho official evidence on Oswald, that it proves he could not have 
been there at the required time to firo those shots. I am not suggesting that you 
use tliis. You may not want to believe it. But I am suggesting that in whatever you 
make public keep in mind tliat your reputation is at stake in tho future. There 
is no way of knowing what can come out and wliat you do should, I think, to the 
degree possible for you, try ito anticipate what might and £eep yourself on the 
right side of that* 

Much else relates to what you go into and you do not touch on those other 
things* But you should also try to keep them and what can come of then in 
mind 

Sorry I v/as not able to stay with this and tliat it may be a bit broken up 
but if you have uny questions, please ask them* 



^ood luck! 




